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ABSTBACT ' * ^ • , ^- ' 

» . The governance and management x)f the* community . 

coUlege system in the 3tate of Washington' is based upon a- division of 
responsibilities between^ the 22 district ^ards of trustees and the 
State Board. In 1967r a formal division orSaresponsibiiities between- 
the district boards and th^. State -Board was^en acted by th^ state 
legislature. Later reports of district -and State Bo^rd, activities 
divided these responsij^ilities^^intcIO problem areafst (T) operating 
budget actions; (2) capital budget and project actions^ (3) personnel 
actions, including pro'f essional negotiations;* (4) real pf operty 
acquisitions; f5) program and darricuium-related actions; (,6) . 
planning; (7) fees and changes; (8)-^ Legislative program; , (9) State 
agency status; (1©) multi-district cooper^ation. This report^ . 
reassesses district and State Board responsibilities in* feach ,of these c ' 
•10 areas, and makes a number recommendations* A matrix 'gi;a^)h is 
appended^ whiclj explains the statutory responsibilities of each of the 
boards, enumerai^e^ recommendations, ^explains the implications of the 
recommendations for board responsibilities, and delineates the steps 
necessary for implementation,* (NHM) 
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' . . SlMIARSf STAIEMEOT ^ 

The governance and managearent of the oomunity college system is based ipon 
a mvision of responsibilities between .district boards of trustees and the 
State Board; however, the decisicns nwte should be consistent with policies 
adopted by the Legislature. /The inevitable ti^ions created by this division 
of responsibilities and by the state/district interactions necessary to carry 
them dut are an acceptable consequence, given the iirportance of sustained 
state-level finai;icial support and locally-based program; and operational 
decisicns. q 

Under these cLrcumstanoes, a balance of responsibilities between the State 
Boqrd and district boards is acceptable and desirable. It is the primary 
xoiB of the State Board to influence state govemmeait policy-iiBking to the 
.end' that state government management decisicns for connunity colleges are 
based upon desirable and feasible policies and upon local district reqiiii^ements. 
One of these policijss should be that ccrarunily college education^* should' be 
responsible to the public, i.e., acooT:ptable to state govemnent for funds 
and results, and to the ccnmunity for operating and related management decisions. 

It is the rei^nsibility of the district boards to operate in a way which 
yedpgftizes local cOTitianity reeds and reconciles those needs to state-level 
resouroBS and constraints. Cowtunity college districts are local agencies 
vMch should Jb^ve a maximum degree of autcnowy for the purposes of the services 
they provide sb that the needs of students and the caraqwniiy can be met. 
They ate state agencies in terms of their funding and accountabilily. While 
the business of meeting local educational xyseaaj is the proper responsibility 
of district boards, the policies, rules and z^gulaticns associated with state 
funding are the proper responsibility. of the State Board. . 



DISOBSICN AND lEOOtMEiroA 
Task Forcae Process , , . ^ 

During its July 1974 meeting, the task force received a summary of actions 
taken by the State Board during the 197>74^ fiscal year. Uie report was 
presented in ten categories v*dch were deprived from the categories used at 
the time in piiSlishing and distributing tihe State Board a^genda. Ilhese became 
the categories within \Mch problem areas were discussed and recommendations 
were irade. 

Also at the July meeting^ the 1973-74 board actions from two typical district 
boards were discussed and displayed in the same ten categories • (A sunroary 
of these analyses is not a part of - this report but is available from the 
State Boar^ for Conmiriity College Education and is listed in i^^ppendix V, 
references.) 

Bie menbers of the task force then discussed each category on the basis of 
e^q^erience and 1^ extent to vMch it was considered to be a problem. 
Becarmendations were formed at the conclusion of the discussions on each area. 
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X. Operettin^ Budget Ac±ions. ^ 

The State Board must its efforts to provide oontinuing f lexi^lity 

for local district operating budget procedures and esqpenditures , and its 
efforts to resist line-itein modjjlfications of comwnity college budgets. 

Second, the bu(iget fonrulas which havfe been iised by the ccxmunity college | 
system to generate budget requests for the past several years do a good job i 
under current circumstances but do not adequately justify ccmnunity college 1 
needs in teonns^tiiat influence a majority of the decisicn-makers -in the executive 
jSnd legislative branches. 

rd, many of the operating budget problems faced by the districts can be 
aped back to the ocnflict between liirtLted state-level revenue and continuing 
stiX5ng program demands* Alternative soiuxss of reventae is one way to relieve 
sfUE of the.pressuxe* 

New sources of funds are attractive, since authority usually follows the 
source of funds/ In other words, if adcliticnal funding needs of the coritunity 
colleges can be met through new sourcies of local funds , then what scite see as 
a trexKi tcwards oentralizatiori in the system would at least be moderated* 

There are virtues associated with local funding. First, it provides saxe 
possibility of increased total fxinding for ooninunity colleges. That is, it 
rdoes not compete with other state sources and so mi^t be more attractive to 
state legislators. - 

ff ■ 

Sepord, the, authority and discretion that goes with local funding *could serve 
to offset \4iat seems to seme to be an increasing monentum towards stete control, 
usually justified on the basis of the strings ati^ched to state funding. 

TMrd, local funding would st3:fengthen -the district negotiations process by 
bbtter felating district budget needs to sources of ooninunity sv^port. If 
part of the district budget depends on the Bvppgct of the ooromunity, then both 
sides to the negotiations process will be more aware of the wishes and needs 
of the local omnanity, ^ ' 

The task force d<^s not expect iOTtiediate relief to revenue problem; through 
new sources of funds. In order to gain access to them, 'we most (p , sucoess*^ 
fully convince the State Legislature to authorize ney taxes or to grant 
cqnmanity college districts a share of an existing tax; (2) ccxxrince the 
State Legislature not to offset the new local revenues vdien they make state • 
appropriations; and (3) successfully address the argumente now being presented 
in favor of local levy' relief for school districte. It would be difficult to 
argue for local levies before the Legislature at a time when major pressures 
"are being mounted in favor of relief frpm them. ' 

There are also some procedural concerns^. 'Some boundary changes would be 
necessary in order for canomunity collegfe districts to make sense as taxing , 
districts^.. Also, unless a ooninunity college district levy proposal would 
require only a siirple majority for passaige, we would be siiDject to many of the 
same difficulries that have caused local school districts to seek Jevy relief* 
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Two outside resource people w^e invited to discuss the issue of locals levies 
with tiie task fproe* Dr. Pay Needham, President of LinnHBentori Comiinily 
Collega in Oregcn, argued in support of local levy funding. Dr. Ray Schult^, * 
Professor of Coimunity College Education at Washington State University , argued 
in support of continued full state funtSing. Olieir ooctinents appear as Appe n dix 

III. ... • 

Hhe task force decided not to recSninend that •districts be authorized to seek 
local levies • It did adopt the following other re^^dnm^aticns to guide 
fut^ce' operating budget iratters. . 



RECOMMENDATldtlS ■ OPERATING BUDGET ACTIONS 

i. The district boards shall establish, ^eldopt and regularly update 
an annual budget for district opejrai&onSf just as the State Board 
develops the system budget . 



Rationale : While the broad state 
eqgh state agency to maintain an 
OPPFM-prescHbed formxts and vule^ 
responsibility of district boa^'dsl 
and perhaps cantaa^ned in the Co\ 
of budgetary responsibility is 
responsibility in the system.^ 




ndget and accounting act requires 
nual budget in conformance to 

the task foPQe fi^0 that this 
should be more clearly spelled out 
Ity College Act itself* A balance 
cial to a balance of gove^^mance 



The State Board and district .boards should resist line-items in 
operating budget appropriatid^s and allocations by either the 
Legislature or the State BOaiid . 



V 



Rationale: The task force concluded that mny of the restrictions 
on district operations^ and mux^h of the movement 'tou)ards centralization 
\\^ within the system^ originate with tine-item provisos in appropriation 
\ bills. There was also a feeling that the State Board should be con- 
X servative in its use of earmarked allocations to implement system^wide 
policies. 



District efforts to gain overatina budget support from the Legis l- 
ature shall be made onlu through the system budget' reauesi process . 
The proposed system budget should ^dentifu the impact on each 




indxsj^idual district at various support levels. 




Rationale : ' !the notion of system discipline in connection with the 
legislative eff&rt has bierua part of our legislative strategy for 
several years. tHs simplyj >rein forces the importance of that 
discipline irk oonm^tion mlth the operating md capital budgets. 
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4. The State Board shall decide the sijstem budget request and 
district allvcations only after adequate advance notice to the 
districts and after providing an opjx>rtunitxf for interested " 
districts to be^ heard. This notice procedure will ordlmrily be 
through the WACO Operating Budget Committee. The minutes of the 
WACC Operating Budget Committee should be prepared and distributed 
to all presidents and chairpersons of district boards in order to 
provide for wider Involvement in the budget building process . 

RaHonate: The diatHat trustee e on the task force feel they receive 
inadequate information about the ovemll budget request strategy and 
altoaationQ. By the time they nee it, state^level deoieiana have 
already been made and the document is wore a matter of information to 
them than anything else. This recommendation would increase the role • 
of the diatrict trustees in both the budget request and allocation 
pPOcessea. Also, it plaaes a responsibility on the WACC Operating 
Budget Committee to make sure that the trustees^ concerns are satisfied. 



2. Ccg)ital Budget .and Project Ac±icn3 

The ffiain issiae here is the perceived lack of involveitent of districts in the 
priority and otixer decisions involved in presenting the ^stem capital budget 
request to the Legislature. Trustees feel that while district boards have 
input to the Ccpital Analysis Model, it is the assunptiois andr conditions of 
the C2ftM that determine final recoraiiendations to tlie Stats l^oard, and, therefore, 
the State Board's recommendations to the Legislature; 



Ihere is certainly a need for uniform rules to assfure equit3^^e allocation 
of resoorces aitcng districts. But districts need more f lexilmlty -the 
exact projects to vMch the resources vail be ooranitted. Ihe curzetot CAM 
prooeS!3 can be described as one end of the flexibility spectrum; a local 
cspital bond issue process as the other. Some choices are needed in title middle. 
Ihe task force considered three optiorfe for change in the current process: 



1* A process to allow districts access to a local coital bond issxae, 
with the proceeds of a successful bond issue to be charged against the C3\M 
.enti,tlCTent*for the district. 

2* An annual capital dollar allowance for e^ph district so that each 
district can decide how long tO/rocinnulate the allowance and to what type and 
size of capital project to conffat it. 

3. Ihe present CAM process, with improvements to increase the impact of 
district recomnnsndations and priorities. ^ 



Ihe task force reconmended a coitbination of options 2 and 3^a lurrp-«i 
capital appropriation (no legislative earifiarkihg of 'projects) to IJie^tate 
Boards with district coital allocations according to internal syshm alloca- 
tion rules similar to those we now use. Uie space requirements am cost 
standards used in that allocation process should be revised toJ5etter reflect 
total i^ce needs ar^ the need for improving the quality of s^oe on some / 
campuses. Also, the manner in vM-ch project priorities ax^ set should be ^ade 
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more visible and objective and more responsive to district needs as determined 
ty the district boards* A siminary of the discussion lecding to the task force ' 
reconmaidaticn, inclvding an analysis of all three alternatives by Mr, William 
Julius^ State Board Capital Budget Officer, is ^^apendix IV. 

The reccmrendation jregarding a lunp-sum ^capital ^propriation and four others . 
adopted by the task force follow: 



RECOMMENDATIONS - CAPITAL BUDGET AND PROJECT ACTIONS 



5. The State Board should request that the capital appropriation be 
made by the Legislature in a lump-sum to tha ^ Staie Board for 
distribution among district projects Uccordiijng to Internal system 
allocation rules. The State Board must provide the executive and 
legislative branches with evidence assuring accountability at both 
the state and local levels of the system. 

/ " * 

RaHonale: Such a prooeee would take ham of thB politioe out of the 
deoiGion prooesa. OPPFM and othev^wmld not get into the projeot'-by-' 
project detail. 

Also, it Would allow us to better manage our cash flow and probably 
develop more capital dollars for the system^ primarily because there 
would be a better link between capital decisions and money management 
than is possible when so much of the decision rests with OPPFM and 
legislative analysts. 

Such a process would reduce the eorbent to which executive and legis- 
lative staff people duplicate jthe work that has already been done 
within the community college system. J 

'Most of ally such a Itonp-sum process would discoui»age internal 
district gam^playing in the process of building-a request. 

Specific decision rules and changes needed to make them viable were > 
left to later staff work with the und^mtanding that shoutd this 
recommendation be implemented^ devetopmnt of such rules would involve 
district personnel* 



6. The use of the Capital Analysis Model (CAM) in the capital budget 
development process musjt be modified to assure maximum local 
involvement . ^ ^ 



Rationale : The capital budget development system^ including the^CAM^ 
serves an important purpose ... i^e analysis of district capita^tr^'^ 
-projects against common standards^ and the display of all projects 
in a prioritized list that reflects selected cost and policy ^ 
assumptions. 
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Howevev^ riiany diotmat boax^dg feet that the Qtate--level capital 
budget developmntlprooeeG'-'^ami the CAM in particklav — so outweighs 
diotriot priority iand design deoioiom that the district board^s role 
in capital budgef development io ineufficient., 

ThiQ r^pormendafion dalle^ for a revietJ of the capital budget develop^ 
ment proceee^ tq increaae the impact of district board priority and 
deoign deoieic 



7. The State! Board* B internal system capital allocation should recognize 
campus Ulster plans and priorities ^ ^ 

L ' ia ■ 

<^ Rationaleji Some districts invest siibstontial amounts of funds in 
comprehensive campus master plansj with emphasis on total campus needs 
and laytfut. The capital budget system used by the State Board should 
better peoognize the recommendations and direction of such campus 
master/ plans as they address the total space needs for the districts^ 



8. district efforts to gain capital budget support from the Legislature 
shall be made only through the system budget reguest process . 




^Rationale : The rationale for this recormendation is the same as for 
a similar recommendation Under operating budget actions (see Recommendation 
3). 

/3. Personnel ^Actions^ Incliiding Professional Negotiations . 

. 

Hhe key issm in this area is the role of the State Board in the district , 
negotiations process • tflhile State Board interference in district negotiations 
has been itdiiiina, there does seem to be an unmistakable trend towards further 
State- Board involvement— a possible encroachment upon district board authority. 

* ** . " 

.Technical improvements, like the MIS, mkke it easier for state-level a^ncies 
to involve themselves in district management decisions • The Legislature has 
done irare to influence. State- Board/district board respcns^ibilities than has arrir 
other agency or factor. Hie question is What can we do to influence the traid 
in a direction that will allow more district board and State Board f lexi±)ility? 

It is a proper State Board responsibility to interpret legislative intent and 
to distribute sudh interpretations to i^ie districts. The actions of the State 
Board .during the last fiscal year have beSn an exercise of that responsibility, 
rather than an attempt by the State Board to exercise the full range of 
responsibilities spelled out in the Greenwood casd^ 

The specific recxxtitentaations adopted by the task forcje in the area of personnel 
actions and professional! negotiations follow: 
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RECOMMENDATIONS PERSONNEL ACTIONS, INCLUDING PPOFESSIONAL NEGOTIATIONS 

«-."■*"'■ 

9. District boards should conduct local negotiations on salarvf*and 
other negotiable^ items in accordance with legislative intent . 

Rationale : This reoormendatiomie intended to identify profeeeiomt 
negotiations ae a district board responsibility and to recognize that 
legislative intent must always be a factor in those negotiations ^ 
whether or not it is implemented through the State Board* 

10. The state Board shall determine legislative intent. 

' 5 Rationale: This recommendation implements the consensus of iihe^ task 

force regarding the State Board^s role in determining legislative intent 
and distributing it to the districts. 

'i ' ■ ' • _ . .' . . • 

11. The task force endorses the concept of removing the State Board . 
from the professional negotiations 'process , including ^impasse 

i'l procedures , 

■ , * _ _ • • , . 

0 

: . RatioYiale : This recormendation is consistent -with legislation -redom'' 
mended by^ the corrmmity college presidents and trustees and is acceptable 
to tife Sixite Board and Direcjor. The effect, of, it would be to signifi-^ 
ocmtly reduce the involvemerJb of the State Board' vn professional ^ 
negotiations. / / 
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12. The State Board should not establish a statewide salary schedule . 

^ If it becomes necessary for the State Board to act in response to a 
district salary increase which is beyond what the State Board believes 
proper under the- circumstances of a legislative appropriation, the 
State Board will act to protect the integtity of the legislative 
appropriation. The State Board has responsibility to assist in the 
elimination'' o:^ excessive salary disparities . 

IPC 

Rationale: This recoimendation is intended to limit the ipole of -the 
State Board in salary management to the interpretation of legislative 
intent on salary, matters (^,. wi-6hin that' limitation^ to^ describe the 
State Board^s role in the resolution of excessive salary disparities 
among district salary scJ^'edt^iesl . , ■ ' . ' . - 

' ^ ' , ' " ' • 

13. It should be the responsibility of the Office of the Attorney 
Gener&'l to resolve any differences among opinions rendered Jby U 
AssiBtai^t Attcrrneys GeneraiC ^ ,o 
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RaHomle : In mattevo 'that indolve many distHot boarda an4 the State 
Boaz^ on deaiaions of a eimilar nature ^-Uke the latitude allowed fov 
ealaxy negotiations — oonsiatenay of opinion among the vaviom Attorneys 
General is very important. • Even if a deoiaion in one district did not 
influence a decision in another^ consistency ^would be needed between 
advice to the State Board and advice to' any one district board. This 
recommendation applies to all matters that require legal advice not 
gujst to personnel matters. 



14. The Office of the Attorney General should provide copdes of all 
legal interpretations and a suiwmry of pending legal issues to th^ 
State Board, and the State J(oard should distribute sumwatries of 
same to the districts , 

, Rationale: ' This is a further implementation of the point made wider 
Recommendation No. IS above. The Education Division of the^Office of 
the Attorney. General is already implementing Jbhie recommendation* ^ • 

» 4* Real Property AayrLsiticaCs^ 

Ihe main issue here is the latitude allcwed district boards fc^^^do^pt gifts <^ 
vdthcxit some fopn of offset in the allocation of state operating and coital 
funds. " / % \ ^ 

. Bie state agency status of ooitniunity coiliege districts makes many local donors 
uneasy, Hiey want the gift to go td their local college, not to the state. 
Lcx^al boards should be able to hold title and receive the benefits of gifts of 

' both real and personal property. ^ Prior to acceptaiKje of such gifts or benefits 
the local district should advise the State Board of the pending acquisition.^ 

. Bie State Board should be able to receive gifts on behalf of the entire system. 

On a related matter, the task force endorsed the State Board's role in review 
and ^^>roval of district leases. This is an appropriate, continuing "role of 
the State Board because: (1) rental payments are fully-funtfed^ items within the 
budget formulas; and (2) state staff expertise often tmoovere xannecessarily 
hiijlxcent ooste. 

The reoonmendations implementing task force conclusions 'i^gfgarding gifts ,of / 
real and personal property are as follows: 

RECOMMENDATIONS - REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS , ^ 

- ■ ^ . ■ ' ' 

15. District, boards shall hold title to all real and personal property 
received as gifts^from private sofirces (and inconte frqm such gifts * 

' of real and personal property) , cagrtsistent with the ^erms of jhe 
, gift, and ^hall\have authority to convey dnd sell it. If sold , 
the proceeds from the sale of gifts of real property must be 
reappropriated by the Legislature in order to remain the property 
of the district board. Proceeds from the sale of gifts of personal 
property-^s^ll remain the property of the )iistrict\ 
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; Ratiomte: ^Gift^ of veal and pereonal property td^ bomrmmity coltegea 
properly belong to the diatriotBs ccnd control over^ such proceeds ahould^ 
be exoluBively in the hands of the dietriats.. \ / 

\ [ . " ^ : c- . ■■ > ; ' ; • 

l^^'^ i^tioT to acceptance of such gifts. or benefits, the district board 
'shall advise the Sl,tat6 Board of the pending dcqnisition . 

9. . :. \ . ■ . . . ■ 

RaHonate: This reaornmendg^tic^ is not ini^i^ed as q limitation on the ' - 
di&friotaj ' but ^ae an ossiBtance to districts in th0 evaluation of the 
value and consequences of a proposed gifj^. ^ \ \ ■ . . 



17. The state Board sh^ll not reduge support to district because of 
gifts or ^their value ^ r * 

■ •■ ^ ■ ^ . „ J ' "■ \ ' ' :V ' ^ . ^ ■ h ' /• ' 

•• . ■ ■ / ' . , . , • 

• ■ o . • ■ i , _ 

JtatioTTate: This recommendation %s intended tq diecdur^ge any St(ite 
Boco'd action reducing either an operating or capital budget -allocation • 
by the amount of a gift. - ' , a - ' 

18. The task force supports the efforts ^of the State Board to obtain ^ 
authority to receive gifts on^ behalf o f . the system as a whole . ' 

Rationale ; 2%i8 recomnendation distinguie[hes gifts\to district boarde 
frdm gifts to the sysiem as a'whole and'^ endorses the noi?ion of the State 
Board receiving gifts for the system jt8 a whole. 

' ■ > . ■ . ■ > ■ . 'v: 

,5 . Pitogram ang Oirriculu m-Belated Actions cCp.- J^. ^ ^ . 

No inajor >areja$ of cx>nflict or dLsagiJeerneht \ffere identified in this area'. 
Prograni and cwrripul^ are the areas best spelled out in the Ccaiiiunil^ College 
Act r and ^the Stat© Board has 'been cautious in inple^ respcsisibilitiejS 
in' this area to avoid major areas of conflict. 

The reoGnrendations that follcx^ ^erve rnainly to highiight|ahd reinforce 
comianity college initiatives that ^ alreaay und^ay. 

j • 

^ JRECX)MMENDATIONS - PEOGRAH MP ^URRICULUM-'RELATED ACTIONS 

■ . " ■ ^"-^^ 

19. To assure thoroughly comprehensive educational and training . 
programs among districts of varying size , . appropriate adjustments 
should be part of the joules for allocating operating resources . 
to the districts . 

■ ■ ■ '.' •■ :'. 

Rationale: This recowmen^tipn reflects legislative debate ori the 
' subject ofjt"comprehexisiveness " during the 1975- legislative session. 
; ^ The issue is the difficulty that^ districts have offering a full range 
of cour'sess parHcuiarly the mor^ es^0^v& vocational courses" and the 



20* District boards are supportive of communi^ service courses and 
exfpect the State Board to n ake every effort to secura funding 
for them . . . ^ " ' . ^ \ 

Rationale : Tltis t*eQormendation vefleota task fovoe aonclusiom (1) 
that eormunity service offein^ngs-are an important part o'f district 
pyogram plans- y and (2) that responsibility for seeking necessary state 
, funding far them rests with the StateBg^d. • , 

' ;^ ^. • , ^ \. 

21. District program staffing levels shall be^the i^esponsibility of the 
di $t^cts , . 

Rationale: This recommendation recognizes recent legislative proposals 
t9 place^ limits on staffing levels as a way of conii^lling community 
.^college expenditures. The recommendation discourages legisld^ve or 
state agency involvement in district-^level staffing decisions. 

* ^ . ■ 

22. TJ^e St^te Board has responsibility for supervising and enforcing 
enrollment' .counting criteria for budget purposes . ' f 

Rationale : The task fopce had' a i0.ef discussion about how enrollments 
are reported "and the exterft^to w^iich the counting of enrollments is 
important for budgetary pitrpo/^s. The purpose of this recommendation 
is to He dawn a current practice which is not explicitly spelled out 
in the Community College Act. 

■ ,../■ ••> 

25/ ThejSta'te Board shall have responsibility to review course coding 
and' credit hours assigned to courses and to recommend the changes 
necessary to establish minimum uniformity among districts . 

Rationale : Two enrollment counting issues have continually bothered 
- community college attempts to achieve better budge taxnj support from the 
/ Legislature. Firsts courses which appear to be similar in natwt*e are 

sometimes assigned different credit^hour values by different districts. 

Secondy the manner in which courses are coded (academic versus vocational^ 

for example) directly affects funding 'and is not done in a completely 

uM'form manner by all districts. 

These ^practices are unacceptable to both districts and outside agencies y 
since they raise questions about -the equity of distribution of funds to 
the system and among ^the various districts. This recommendation reflects ^. 
the feeling of the task - force that the issue is so ^complex and^ensitive 
that several backgrounds md points of view are needed to satisfactorily 
resolve it* ' ^ ' ' 

' A task force /of district instructional programt leaders y under th^ 
. leadership of Dr. Frank Price of the State -Board staff y is already 
working on this matter. They > expect to develop recommendations during 
1975''.76.. * • 
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24, The task force subscribes to the consortivtm concept as presented 
' ixi the "multi-district cooperation" section of this report- * 

Rationale: This reaormendation reflecte the task force preference 
for tackling rmlti-diairict program prohtem through mulii-district 
ccfbperation -rather than through the eetablishmnt of new regional 
governing units 



6. Planning *, ^ / ' 

IWo aifeas caonne v^) for significant discussiort. First r the manner in whidi 
system-level planning is presented for local district review ai)d reaction, needs 
review. Local boards of trustees feel that by the'tdjpa^. see systeanrlevel ' 
plans r it . is too late to do 5ui:^thing*'a^^ them. 01^^ tjeeds to be a itore 
sensitive process for involving district boards^ in systenirwidB planning. ^ 

SeocMid^ the State Board cannot assvirae that districts have limited resources 
with which to plan. The districts usually have too few staff resources to 
satisfy all state-level inilbiatives^ so they must choose VJhich can be done with 
limited time, ff district t^lcoiimig and state planning can be msde more, 
consistent (can be acoanplished with the same effort) ; then districts would 
not have to make those ctoices. 



Etollcwing are the reconrnendations rosda by the task force with regard to 
planning: 

PECOMMENDATXONS - PLMNING 

25 » State and district boards should jointlxj develop the program 
planning techniques necessary to meet the requirements of the 
program budget request process that will* commence with the 
1977-79 biennx^m. 



Rational^: According to OPPFM^ program budgeting will guide the 
i977-?9 budget process. (The Program Decision System |PDS] concept 
is 'OPPFM^s approach to^ program budgeting.) Even if OPPFM was not calling 
for program budgeting a prograHn orientation is the next logical step 
in the development of eorhmunity college operating and capital budget 
requests and the allocation of appropriated funds internally 'in the 
system. For both these reasons^ the process for djeveloping a program- 
oriented budget request for 1977-79 is underway. 

26. ^tie State Board should coordinate the development of efficiency 

and effectiveness measures with widespread i^ystem input from faculty 
and administrators and in consultation wil^h^'third-party agencies . 
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Rationale : This veooTmejadation veoognizes recent legislative and \:, 
ea^Qutive branch preesure - on'^all state agencies to introduce progmm ^ 
budgeting , (including standards with which to measure budgetary needs) 
into 1977-^79 budget requests. }IACC (the community college presidents.^ 
organization) hoB stressed the importance of this effort and has •urged . 
the emphasis on widespread-^rei/stem input and consultation with thi^rd^ 
party agencies. ' ' I s - " ' ' ^ • 

* 

r ^ , 

27 » The State and district boards must constantig affirm theizf^elief 
<^ , in the open door concept and seek the funding support necessary to 
sustain it . ... - . • ' . - . . • 

. , St ^ * ^ 

The State Board is responsible for jxresenting an enrollment plan 
to the Governor ahd the Legislature , that , if accepted, would sustain 
the open door.-^ The State Board is also responsible fojf; establishing 
district'-by-jdistrict enrollment plans that recognize and protect 
(to^the extent possible within the terms of a ^iven appropriation) > 
the program differences and per-student cdst differehcms.tti&t exist 
among the districts . 

The district board's responsibility is to adopt admissions and^ 
enrOllmeni; policies that achieve the best balance between growth 
ctnd progr^ that is possible within a given budget . 

Rationale : Responsibility for setting enrollment potioiesj at whatever . 
level within the system^ should carry with.it oM' obligation to constantly 
affirm the concept of the open door^ 3 

The State Boary^* responsibility is to prepare and present an enrollment* 
plan that achieves^ the fastest justiftdble growth rate with appropriate • 
per-student^uppdrt levels for all districts^ . • ' » 

The district board's ' responsibility is' to- adopt admissions and enrollment 
policies that achieve the best balance between growth and program that 
is possible within a"" given budget.. 

Conflicts between perceived local and stdte^level growth/per^student 
support decisions can then be discussed within the enrollment planning 
process and presented as a part of the next^ scheduled: executive ' and 
legislative review of state qgei^cy budgets. ^ , 

■ ,v ' ' ' ^' ' ^ ' ; \' ■ , 

28 . State Board planning prpcedures should provide for involvBment of 
district persjdnne^l. District planning which'^cuts across district 
boundaries should be shared with the State Bocird . 

■ : ' ^' > ^ ' 

Rationale : District boards of truBte^ too pfben are not involved- in • 
major state-level planning decisions until after those decisions,. have 
been rrhde. Also, local planning should be shared with the ^tate Board/ 
so that local directions can be known prior to the time state-lei^el^ 
decisions are made. . • * 
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?• Bees ana Charges 



Ohe task forcse cxaaoem hereVwas not the fees themselves but the authority of 
thSr State Board to guide or oontr61 district fee policies • Past State Boaird 
actions on charges and i^ses^of student services and activities fees have had 
the effect oi reglilation, i^ neny 'dist|SlctSr and boob ijksk force ingiribers ques- 
tioned that as a pmper inle of the Sjt^rtie Bo^ucd^ 



Th^ State Board, as the stpervising 
issue guidelines, but guideline^. ~ 
educaticSnal agencies, incliading i 
lines to^ good effect by presenting^ 
only if accepted and itrplisnented 



incy in the 
not binding 
State BMrd c 

as St 
district boe 



Ostein, has the ri^t to 

distidct boards.' -Other 
Education, have used guide- 
vMch become operational 



ll!he task^ force ocnclucled tlmt thejstate Board $hould allowr maxiitwm latitude 
for district boards in all areas, of fees aaxl shotold act to regulate fee 
practices only vAiere uniforraLty is clearly irequired in order to serve the needs 
of the system as a whole. Also^ there should be a clear distinction among 
guidelines, rule^ and recjulatio^ if -^State Board acti<3hs are tb be accurately' 
interpreted and inplearented by ithe district boards ^ 



Etonowing are the, recqitiiendati 
fees and ciiaarges: 




jjaade by the task force with regard to 



RECOMMENDHTtONS t FEES AND GHARGES 



29. The Authotitt} to set ^ee schedules belongs ' exclusively to the 

local boards I however i the State Board, should establish guidelines 
* ^ enconkaging uniform cf)arges among the districts for the various 
tuition and ^ fee cate^ries . ~~~~ " ^ 

Rationale: y^lTh^ authorivy to set fee aoT^dule^ helonge^ exclwiv^ly to \ 
the local bbar&s. ■ Bomvev^ uniformity of fee ohavgea among diatx^iots is 
impovtant^c^^ia beB^ aooompViahed through Stake Board guidelinea that 
take effectrdnly i f adopts by ) tddal boccrde. ' a 



30. GuidelineM f rules' 0nd' regulations should be^ defined as three 

SiEtparatis ^d distinct categdties < of State Board actions so that tfee^ 
> can be accurately interpreted and implemented bu district boards. 



Rahicmale : Conaiderdbte confusion existed amng di^j^ote over the 
^xt^nt^of authority behind the ao-'catted attdSnt aerviaea and activities 
. r fee gmdelinea. ' A guideline- ia not binding on district hoardB ; a rut^ 
or reflation ia^binding^ A clea:r definition and ub4 of each separate ' 
category would resolve, such confusion in the future^ 



8. Legislative Program 

Ohere wa^ soie genef-al discussion about how tlje conmunity college system can 
,6evelxyp additional legislative influence, mst agre^ that the legislative 
power base for ccmrunity college^ is in the districts, but scne distrijcts have 
oi^ly a feSi? legislators ^d others have more/than can be regularly and 
effectively contacted. While we have been/sugeessful on key issues, we may 
not always be able to sus.tain the^^kindof/peak effort that has been necessary 
to win those issues. Vfe need mote consistency and an organization tiiat will- 
support our effort over a*longet period /bf time. 

Restrictions on ocnnwnity^liege Ibfci^ying are more stxingent that those 
applicable to seme other state agencies,/ TM§ difference in lobbying oppor- 
tunities is a major constraint on the legislative effectiveress of cchraunity 
•oolleges. ,"' / . • ( • ' ' 

Etollowing are the recotm^idaticxiS; maSe by the task forcfe with regard to the 
legislative program of ya?e ccirinara . , 

. RECOMMENDATIONSy-' LEGI^LRTIVE PROGRAM 

31 State an4 district comimnitg college boards shoujd have the 
authority to communicate with the Legislature . [ 7 



\ 



HaHonale: In the dbaenae of ony'l^eaBon to disoHmimte against 
conmcnity ooileges, aormunity oollege die txrCat boards and the State 
Board should' be given as mah authority to lobby as is new granted to 
eom other state agencies.'' 

^ - ■ ^ ■ ■ ;^ ■■■ " ' ^ " 

32., ^he task force endor^s the concept of a United Legislative 
Councils , 

Bdti^wle: Th^ United Legislative Coiinail is a system-level group 
-^rpugh which certain legislative positions^ common to all elements of 
the systemy ar^ identified and endorsed. The following groups are 
represented on the council: Stat& Board for Cormrunity College Education; 
Trustees Association of Community Colleges; Washington Association of . 
Community Colleges (conmunity college preside>ff3); Association of Higher 
Educatipi^ (community college faculty); Washington Federation of Teachers; 
Council of Representatives and Presidents (community colMge students); 
Washington State Employees Association; and Washington Federation of 
Staj^^ Employees Council. \ ' 

Among^'&th^r duties^ the council endorses the Community College United 
Legislative Progrdm and reviews legislative issues and, proposed 
legisiation on a weekly basis during legislative sessions. 

Since the United Legislative Council was not mentioned in law^ it 
seemed cimportant to endorse it and the role it plays in developing the 
legislative program of the community college system in this report. 



33. The United Legislative Council should continue to develop a 
representative legislative program for community colleges . 

Rationale: Scorn oq Reaormendation No* 32 above. 



It is impovtant to note ^that dach mertibeP on the aouHoil 'ie hound 
only to positions endorsed by alt groups represented 6n the oomoil. 
^ ' ■ . . • / ■ ■ •. • '■■ ■ ■ • 

• J/ a group- fails in its attempt to get unanimous United Legislative ^ 
Council endorsement^ it is free fo pursue the matter m its am^ 
dimctly with the Legislattcre. ° ; 

• ^ ' ■ * . ^ ■ ■ 

9. State Agency Status > . 

■ • -■ ■ V- ■. 

Frequent refererioe is made to variotas costly ai^ lindting jprooeduros 
associated with sta^ agency stattas. These are particularly visible in the 
4xranunity xx)lleges \^di have been state agencies only since the 1967 Oonminity 
College Act was passed. Many of the desirable Ipc^ ojperating prerogatives ^ 
av^ailable to school districts wfere given \rp as state agency procedures were 
initiated; Exanples are the e:ktensive data reporting ^required in connection 
with the state budgetinq process; the extra costs of Hi^r Education Personnel 
Board salary scaOes versbs local salary scales; the regulations associated with ^ 
the usei of state and parivate automobiles; the posts of unenployxnent conpen- / 
fsation; the costs of honoring purchasing regulations; state printing costs; \: 
jand, the requirements associated with capital project developroent according to 
stai^ standards, rather than according to local standards. 

Ocnnunity college districts are separate state agencies with seme direct 
cbligatioiis to various 'state-level regulatory agencies cn the one hand, and 
are local districts with obligatians^to the State Board on the other. Biese 
two obligations are occasionally in conflict. 

Ihere are few precedents for state agencies to b^ e^oesipted from these kinds ^ ' 
of costs and controls. In racist cases,, the alternative would be to ^tabllsh 
a state-*l^vel ooranunity college staff to perfotm the regulatory and other 
functions now^ tierfanned by otter state agencies* / , 

MDst menbers of 'the task force felt that the loss of district autoncny to the 
State Board imder sudti'an arraigemeht would raotie than offset the gains 
realized by the districts by being out^ fi?am pnder the requia?^ments of other 
state ag^xaes> ' ' ■ ' 

Follovdng are the recoramendaticris made by the task force wXtti regard to 
state agency status: . - 

RECOMMENDATIONS - STATB AGENCY STATUS 

1 . ■ ■ .■ ■ 

34 The state office should (a) determine the cost of those reporting 

requirements associated with, stateyagency status f and (b) request - ^ 
and allocate funds to reimburse the districts for the costs. 
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Rationale: f&M state regulatory ogenoieQ realize hai> rrmah their 
requirements coat local commnity Qoliege districts and the system. 
In the absence* of such a realimtion^^ c^ij^ional requirements are* 
levied eacJi year without a proportiondte' increase in ^administration 
budgets to bear the costs. \ This recommendation would establish thdse 
costs and then formalize 'them as a budget request at the appropriate 
time and in,the appropriate way. ' . 

35. All data requests from agencies^ such as CPE, OPPFM and the 
Legislature should be channeled] through the state office . 

« • . ■ . \^ ■ 

*'*'-. 
. Rationale: If the ^tate office actf as a- clearinghouse for all data 
requests^ some of them wi,ll be screened off and/or combined with othe*rs 
with a corresponding reduction in th^ .total data load. 

• « ■ I 

10 , Multi-District Cooperation . 

piere are occasional suggestions that thei goveamange of the ooimwnity colleges 
would be iiqproved if regional governing boards v^re established, particularly 
in apeas new senasd by se<?eral small ocmnuiuty college districts. 

The task force feels that the use of program or project-related consortia 
acocitplishes the economies of scale possible throu^ ituLti--cListrict cooperaticri 
without establishing an additional governance layer in the system- , 

AlsOf the task fcwcoe encoiirages state and local board raenbers to attend each 
others' meetings as frequently as possible. Ihis oou3^d be a way of facilitating 
ocnnunidation between the two boards short of the estctolishment of regional 
governing boards. One aqpproach would be for State Board meiitoers to attend - 
the district board meetings of their Congressional district; Q|b problem with 
su^ an arrang^tient is the possibility that -State Board menbers mi^t develop 
a proivincial vdfew toward their discussicxi of .State Board business. 

\ '■ . ^ . • 

On the basis of the above concerns regairding irulti--district 'cooperation, the 
task force adopted the following reocnitEndations: ' * 

RECOMMkSDATIONS - MULTI ^DISTRICT COOPERATION 



36. The task force does not favor establishment of regional hoards . 



Rationale : Other means of multi^district cooperation are' available^ 
short of the establishment of regional boards. Regional boards bring 
another level of governance and delay into the decision process. They 
also involve additional admpnistrative aosts^. Ttiis recom^ndation is 
an endorsement of the vitality of disjm.ct boards and of the ability 
of the State Board to\ work effectixfely without an interfhediate governing 
level* ' , . • 

ft 
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37. Tbe State Board should encourage the^jestablishment of consortia 
in t>rd0r to promote economies, promoi^ specialized programs and 
services for students, and avoid duplication. Districts should 

and^xoposed consortia 



keep the State Board advised of existit. 
efforts. ' . 



Ratipnale: A variety of ooneortia have been ^tobtiehed dtcHng the 
last three or four yeara to deal yytth various ml-tt-'dietrict program 
opportunities^ They have served as an to achieve 

economiee in special program and to avoid dupliaUtion of program in 
program areas where one district can aev^e af^mt-^^istriot a^^ On 
the basis of these suooeesess the oomOrtiuTrt dpproO^ seems to be • 
preferable to the establishment of new governing un'^p and levels of 
review. ; , ' 



Bie task force cohcliades that the balanpe of responi^ibilitias be 
State Boarci and the twenty-two <3istrict boards— provided for in 196 
a wbrkable structure. /Hie re oj n iiie ndations of the'ta:^ force/ $win»rii 
niatilx f orm ia Appendix I r contain a variety .of procedural rwc^^ 
that will facilitate this balance of > ; 

So that this xepoz^ can renain viable, the task fQrce reconmend? that 
person CGnmittee be designated to supervise the iiiplenenlbatidrx of all 
reconmendations and to facilitate the resbluticn of new State Board/local 
iss\3es as they arise. Ohe comtnittee should consist of the C3iairperson of 
State Board or designee and the President of the Trustees Association of 
Comunity Colleges or designee. It shoiAd be convened by the State Board 
metrber v^:^enever either nenlDer feels the need to do so. !I9ie first report of 
progress on the recoramendations in tiie report should be provided to the 
coratdtbee not later than six months after the distributiaa date. 
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APPENDIX iir^ 



••V 



CHAPGE TO THE TASK FMCB AND'OEENING STOTEMBNTS 



In a statement issvied on March 14> 1974, Mr. Andrew J. Yoimg^ Chairman Of 
the State Board for Ctaitnunity College Education, called for the. formation of 
a ta3k force to review the role of the State Board ^and pf local boards so that 
the e>5)ectaticns for each may be realized throigh the effective delivery of 
educaticaial services in an efficient manner throu^ the ooitirunity. colleges. 

He noted that since the Coranouriit/ Colle^ Act was passed in 1967, there have 
been very few chaiges in the law and no si^ficant changes in the relationship' 
between local districts and the State Board. The balance achiev^sd in the 
legislation has been quite effective* Nevertheless, there are certain 
stresses and there are areas of confusion as to roles. This became evident 
during the Coimunity College Governance Symposium held in Seattlie on February 
15-16, 1974. Pollowirtg that meeting, tte State Director: requested S[tate Board 
guideince and assistance in resolving the confusion. The result of the Board *s 
guidance is this task force. This seems' to be a premising moment to review ' 
the 1967 Corarnunity College Act as it relat^ to roles^ 
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iffiPENDIX III 



DISCUSSION smtKsa - locrl ievies 



Dr. Ray Neecaham, President of Linn-BentxSn Comunity College in .Oregon, 
appeared as a resource person to coment cn the situation in oAgon. Oregon 
ocxrtnunit/ colleges depend i:pcn local comunity support for abour 40 percent 
of their bud^t. OWenty percent of it cores fccn tuition, and the renaining 
40 percent comes ,from the state. They have no enrollment lijnitaticn — the 
funding fonitula for'the state's 40 percent applies to whatever enrollnnents the 
district acMeves. 

The primary governing body for ooranunity colleges in Oregon is a local board 
ccnprised of elected trustees.' The State Board of Education alloa;ates state 
funds to the colleges, but does so throu^ a veiy limited staff. Iheir 
pipjiary involvemsnt with local colleges is related to administraticn of the 
federal vocation^ plan. 

In Oregon, local levies require no miniitum voter turn-out, can be passed by 
a siirple majority, and are scheduled on a ooranon calendar that applies to all 
^ districts. The law requires that a local' levy proposal be first approved by 
^ a citizen budget committee made of Ik/ menbers selected by the local board 
- of trustees. • - 

It was Dr. Needham's conclusion that he would rather face the difficulty of 
selling Ifevies to his cotrajnity than face the uncertainties of limited state 
funding and program opportunities. In his e>?)erience,' vAiich incl\:ded a term 
as d^an of instruction at Green River Ooimunity College, dedication and 
accountability to the ccnraunity are nore readily accepted as a part of each 
staff msnber's job v*ien 40 percent of the budget dep^ds upon ccmiwnity si:ipport. 

Dr. Needham felt that the role of- district boards in the State of Washington 
would be enhanced if we would work toward eleqted bo$ird msnfcers, a faring of 
responsibilities with the St£ite. Board, and local furling. 

Biere was soroe discussion of the history of state funding for Vfashington 
comunity colleges. Dr. Story pointed out that the 1967 law separated corattunity 
colleges from the school districts, not out of a need to limit local ^tonony, 
but cut of a need for a different: local governance structxare than had 
previously existed. It' was' the decision to go to state funding that led to 
state agency statxos and most of the limitations we new face. Ohe Arthur D. * 
Little report, viiich was the basis for legislative action, recomnended that 
local conmanity college districts have taxing auiiiority and that^ trustees' be 
elected. ; 

Dr. Ray Schultz, Professor of Comnunity' College Education at Washington State 
University, presented the following conitents on the svtject of local funding^- 
reflecting his view that it would be unwise to move aw^^ from full state funding 
for conitunity colleges. 
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Factors contributing to the commnitg college funding crisis in the 
State of Washington 

First, our tax base is not large enough to . adeguately support f 
all state services.- The Legislature is reluctant to change or 
increase- the tax base because of recent public opposition to tax 
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reform proposals • Second, the Legislature in tMs state has the 
prerogative of funding at less thari 100 percent of formula, in 
Florida, the Legislature modifies the formula but then funds ! the 
modified formula at 100 percent* 

. Third, the Legislature's decision to withdraw support fxom^ 
cx)waiunitg service offerings has made it difficult for the community 
colleges to provide enough community of ferings~ to adequately serve 
the community ■ . 

'■ Fourth, the statutory requirement that 60 percent of tuition 
revenue^ be . earmarked for bond retiremefit significantly limits local 
funding options. 

A Case for full state funding of community colleges 

• People in all parts of the state should be entitled to have 
access to a community college educational program. While this can be 
accomplished with partial state funding and an (sg'ualization formula, 
full state funding is preferable. 

When community colleges are: funded^ from local sources (such as 
levies) they are in direct competition "with local school districts. 
This leads to strained relationships among local educators and makes 
it difficult for community colleges to pa'ss their levies. Local levies 
require much staff time for the development and promotion of the 
ballot issue. ° • ' - 

Finally, property taxes are already heavily used for local 
services, so it is not the local tax with the most growth potential*. 

Difficulties in moving back towards local funding once state funding 
has been authorized 

y There are difficult political realities involved here. The 
decision regai^ding wha^t constitutes a taxing district may lead to 
changed district ]x>undaries — an unsettling action at best to the 
local districts. Also, there is a standard concern about difficulty 
in passing local levies — especially a new one. Finally, the Legis- 
lature might use the re-establishment of local support as an excuse 
tp cut state support. To be an effective source of revenue, the 
establishment of a locaf tax mu§t be accompanied by a halt in. 
steadily declining state support levels. ^ . ^ 

A Proposal i 

* ■ . ' ■ , > . . 

V * 

Dr. Schultz suggested' that we might ask for authorization for^ — . 
a one-mill special levy with the decision to levy it permissive to \ 
the local board, i.e., the JLocal board would be the taxing agent. k 
The levy proceeds should be limited to enrichment above a supposedly 
full state-funded program or' limited to the support of community 
service course offerings. 

In response to questions^ from members of the task force. Dr. 
-Schultz made the following additional comments: 



—A third possibility for use of loc&l levy proceeds woul(i be 
to support facility needs (such as gymnasiums or auditoriums) that 
are not usually recommended for state funding. ' 

---Florida shifted from a local/state funding basis to 100 " , 
percent state funding at a time when local funding was a small 
percent of the total. That may have made the transition easier. 
The rationale for the Florida action was to equalize the effects of 
dilfif^rent levels of local income on educational opportunities in 
different parts of the state. 

— The level of state control did not change much in Florida. 
The state office had been a service agency and distributor of state 
funds before the change. The shift in funding base has not changed 
tha^ orientation of the state st^ff, and the number of people on the 

siaff has increased only from two to six. 

f - • • . ... . 

— Virginia is the most centralized system in th^^huntry with a 
state staff of 100. They rely on local advisory boards rather than 
local boards of trustees. The State Board hires the campus presidents. 
Sensitivity to local needs is a responsibility of the campus president 
through his advisory board. 

'"'The definition of taxing districts wouM be' simple if existing 
district boundaries could be used, but that would probably result in 
uneven total assessments. 

— In Florida, state- support continued to increase after the 
shift. In- that state, it seemed that educational services were more 
responsible for local identity than w^as the source of funds. 

— In Florida, trustees are appointed by the Governoic, but are 
'nominated by local school board members. That is not a recommendation 
for how it should^ be. in this state. 

— There is a role for local boards, even in the absence of a 
local taxing base. In both Washington and Florida, they play a role 
in maintaining a sensitivity to local needs, they are involved in 
personnel selection and negotiations, and are involved in the budget 
process, subject in part- to requirements 0stablished bt} the Legislature 
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APPENDIX IV 



■ ■ „ DISCUSSION SlMftfe - CAPITAL BUDGEJP DEVEIOPMEIW PBDCESS 

Ihe inain issue addressed in conneqUon vdth coital budget and Project _ 
^ons was what was a peroeivBd lade of involveitent^of ^J^^^^^gJ^^^u^ 
PEiorit/ and other decisions involved in presenting^the ^ft«\p^5;?;^^='P^^ . 
^St to the Legislature. Trustee mentoers felt that, while ^je l«pcal boa^ 
-hld^Sput to th^ital Analysis Model, the assunptions an^cqpdxtxaxs of th^ 
cm determined the final reooranendaUons to the Legislature^ I 

All felt a heed for" unif^tem rules to assure equitable^location of jesour^^ 
^g districts. 'But iroet also felt that districts need more ^^^^^^^^ „ 
S^Lact projects to vMch tlie resources will be catinttted. Ohe ^ gooess 
^ seen as one extreme; a local capital JLeV process was seen as- the other. 
SI SSplhen^lodJ^ fir sate- choiSs in the middle. .The three cptions 
identified were: X \ v ^ 

1. SofB process to allow the districts to have a Jocal capital leg 
option; the proceeds of a successful levy to be charged against the CftM 
entitlemaat for the district. 

' 2. A set of decision rules that determines an annual coital dollar 
allowance for each district, leaving it to the district to^^eo^ ha. long to 
accuitulate its allowance and to what type and size of capital proaect to . 
ccninit it. " ' 

3. The present CAM process, with, improvements to increase the ijtpact of 
district reconmerxaations and priorities. , , 

Bill Julius of the State Board staff ^ then presented his analysis of the three 
options for disctesion by the group. 

BESPONSE TO THE CAPITAL BUDG^'r PPOPOSALS^ OF THE TASK FORCE ON BOARD RELATIONSHIPS 

Proposal NO. 1-To'allow each district a local capital levy option with the^ 
pTocSls of a s uccessful levy Deing charged against the CAM entxtlemnt for th^ 
district* ~ 

This proposal would allow each commnitg college district to attempt to paii 
a special levy to pagforshecific capital improvements mthe district, 

PRO'S , . ^ 

Such an authoHty, if g^nted by a ehange in the oomrnmity college aotjjwquld 
allow the local boax'd of^tmateea to overcome atate-level veluctcmce n-* 
imbility to pmd coital facilities that are deermd by the local boc 
neceaaa^ and of high pHoHty. This could prevent the long Wf^-*? « 
fSfS districts for new or augmnted facilities oftyp^sthat^Hf^, 
traditionally been accorded low priority by the ^^/^^ff 
^ branches and/ or by the State Board, Upon compUUon of such tocal^- funded . 
facyilities^ the new space would become part of the colUge's 'inventory of . 
f<ZtitieHncL would thereby diminish the CAM enbvtler^n-t for that type of 
space in future capital budget requests for state funds. 



a. . The state system was '^reate^^^^in part at leasts to provide equal and' 
adeqm^ funding for, operating ma"capital requirements of all community 
pollege^ by' avoidin§:M^^ on local, levies and prTthe resultant' varying " 
^'ability to pay of the p^oper^ty tax base in different parts of the state. To 
allow some colleges pii'ot^ use of local funding to acquire facilities that 
would be impossible fc^ d%her hotteges to get would be to lose^ the equity which 
[is essential to the present cmcept. of -the community college ijustem^ 

b. It is very likely that^ a' teg^ change in the , community college act 
to^authorizf local - levies^ for capital cpnstHiotion would be accompanied by a 
Het of types \of space that mmt be so funded^' Physical education^ dining^ 
student\actijoitii and^s^milar types of-gpdce mighp well be foreclosed from state 
finding g.ltogethery f^ districts'' in need of such space to either be 
mbGdss,ful'*in. a locai levy or to continue' to do witliout the<i facility . (With 
the apparent\loss vf cpmimnittj cdilege. tuition revenues for ^apital purposes 
thi^ough, the st^tted vnudlfti^ Statue Finance Commi-nee to recommend 
tuition boKi^sales J tMe J^overri^ir^s^ budget agency and the LegiBlatur^e are now 
faced with the nece^s€fy e;t^p%^ to fu}%d .the ^'low priority ^[ types of space from 
regular capital fund sourdes or to deny the n^ed for such' facilities altogether » 
We beliive fMs' $ituatiQn. should lead to She 'pn(^rsemen^[by OPPM .^^ the 
posi^on long^etdby tHe St/xte Board—that the state sTmuM-prpvi^^ 

capital facilities needed for reaBondbte campus ' opera'ti<>i^3 iricivding dining ♦ 
and similar stvdent^related facilities s . On^ the other ha^d^ granting a local 
leri>y authority* would -let the> state ^^off i^the hook^^ '-on the '\is sue of providing, 
atlmcessary ^typesx^^ ■ ^.^ , vi 

c^ Establishment- of two groups of typeis of faoilitieS'-'-^sita^^e^ funded m locally 
funded-^ould likely encourage /bhe conversipn' of ^^cdisting^pace frpm one group 
to the other in oipder to maodmiBe or^miniwiBe the use and. impact bf the local 
levy. Such space conversions might, not be d^dequately ^fund^ themselves* The • 
conversions might also be simply is^edienfi rather /than thi^^honest reflection 
of long-range needs or to 'enhance the . fUnctioniil relaiioi^Mps of qnr-campus 
Hspaoes and activities^ . /' - , 

d. The. geographic\areas of the state ^ s community college dtsjbricts have widely 
varying degrees Qf-hofmgeneity ^ and the inhci)itants- of, the districts .have more 
or less perceptiveness of the local aoT^ege as being ^'theirs.^ ^' A local levy 
authority would be much morte effective in the more cohesive districts; by 
*the sgme tqken^ colleges in very large - ax; diverse districts would be at an 
d^s^lute and relative disadvantage in acquiring capital fundin^^^^ 

.e-w Where a community college district is larger than a single commuting shedy 
there is reasonable doubt as to the amount .of service rendered to, citizens in 
one part of the district by a campus located'^ in another widely -separated area. 
Districts 74 y 15;, 1?^ and 20 are'ma^ or examples of such situcctions. Such doubt 
would reduce the acceptability^ of the %ocal levy/ 

f. Local property taxes are 'already sufficiefitly burdened with .ec^ require-- 
ments" to support other elements of education qnd 'public services. It could be 
difficult to generate executive and legislative support for this additional 
local tax. . ' . ' . ' ^ ' * . - 

^ ' * , .r^". ' • ' 

PROPOSAL NO.' 2— To establish decision rules f Or ^determining an annual capital 
dollctr allOwancB for ^each district, leaving' it to each district to decide .when 
a.nd ho^ to spend its ' allowance . - ' 



PRO'S ' \ . * • 

•""^ : ■ . ^ ' . ■ ' r- 

Un 'Depending on the decision rules^ the locaV board could wcAe'-vivtmtly 
autonomous choices about what capital facilities to constmct^ ov improve^ ^ 
thexfeby ^coming as close to meetinq locally^pevceived needs as is financially/ • 
possible. ' / • - V ; 

b.*The pTepavatian and documntation of commnity college system capital 'budget 
vequests could reflect 'the decision-rule data only^ rather _ than the detailed y,- 
project plans now' required. Thi^ would eliminabe spurious specificity in early 
capital project planning, • 

CON^S • " ^' 

a. The CAM has established an. expectation on the part of OPPFMjf CHE and tfie ^ 
Legislature that specific space needs for each project can be identified and, 
are the basis for requesting funds that will be used to meet those Meeds.'^ In 
the era of accountability , it is difficult to imagine a reduction of those 
expectations » * ^ ' 

b. The four^year schools have developed an equivalent to the GAM. OfPFMhajs^ , 
requested a reconciliation or substantiation of the ' differences between the " 
two higher education spaoe-entitlement models. The, community college system^ 
therefore^ no longer has the option to retreat into "model-less" conformity 
with the rest of public higher education. 

c. There is no reason to believe that the Legislature:, in the near future j, 
will be willing to appropriate nort-earmarked funds to the cormunity college ; 
system for unidentified capital projects* Even earmarked sources such as 
tuition bonding and Referendum ^l monies have heretofore been specifically 
required to be "line-item" appropriations. ' - , 

c. Because each campus has a different level of adequacy of its present space ^ 
vis-a-vis y its present or anticipated enrollment^ each campus has a different 
level of need for capital funds to achieve an equitable Gnd adequate physical 
plant* No presumption of equity between campuses could be made once capital 
expenditure decisions , wer^ based solely^ on local views of priorities * If 
equity of eduoational opportunity for all sta te residents is to continue' to be 
a consideration^ some uniformity of educational facility development must • 
continue. If equity of physical plant resources is not to bi^coi objective of 
the community college system^, clear legislative and ^/ubernatortbf^^ 
and approval of the proposed alternative to such equity must be gained before 
any ^ state capital resources could he expected to be expropriated. ♦ 

PROPOSAL NO* 3 — Iwprovements in the CAM to increase the role of the local 
boards in the final capital budget request Of the system. 

There is no question as to the desirability of an Increased role for the local 
boards in the preparation of the system capital request. As the responsible 
agpncy, however^ the State Board has been questioned about two major aspects 
of the capital budget proposals: the size and type of^ projects, and the 
priority of projects. ^ Present procedures are e^lmed at dealing satisfactorily 
with both issues. 
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t> . ' * . . & ■ ■ , • . • . * . ^ 

■ - • ' ■ ••■ ^ ■ . ■ -n. : . ■ 

P3:^pritg > ^he^ jpost rScent capital budget action -included a detailed analysis 
of locptl and state pr'ioi:ities J • Local board priorities were used as one of two 
primary 'determinant^ of £he*system priority sequence. The second determinant 
was a State Board expressiojt} of concern* that projects involving upgrade of 
existing facilitiesi take prededence Oyer facilities proposed to house growth 
or new programs! These Mwo determinants were woven into ^ a stette-level 
prioritizing Sgheine that\stc^lisfied a §1 through §99 sequence for all new 
' projects. ' " 

^ Far all other projects (thosB fkbm 1974, ^Referendum 31, from WISHA, etc.) tJte 
system priority sequence was adopted exactly as recommended by the Capital 

'^Budget Vortdnittee * of WACO*. Xt^has\beext the objective of the State Board staff 
to.^use as Mxch ySystem gnidaxice as ^'possible in developing the priority decision 
rules^ and in validating the actual' priority sequences as determined by those 
rules ^ ' . < ^ 

• . ^ * • ' 

J* IS the position of the State Board that educational priority decisions are 
properly the responsibility of the community college system^ The Governor 
requests and receives'' a prioritized capital budget proposal from the system. 
Therefore, so long as the projects 'are accepted as necessary and justified, 
the priority sequence should r stand as submitted and the sole question to be & 
answered by the executive^ and ^legislative branches should be: ' how much money 
'cart be spent? , The level funds available, measured against the prioritized 
' ^sequence of projects/ shpiild determine the projects for which funds are 
appropriated^ ' ' ^ - s ' - 

P;roject jiistificatlon . The equitable distribution of state or community 
\ College system resources for capital improvements has made it imperative to 
develop a device for measuring capital needs objectively. The CAM ik such a 
device. The"" CAM does hot determine priorities; it merely measures the .need 
for each type of space on each campus, based on an assumed level of enrollment 
and on space^-per-student guidelines. The CAM was used first by the ^tate ' 
Board to evaluate local project requests. The CAM has now been accepted by 
OPPFM and the Governor as the means of validating the need for a given space 
on a given campus. 

As presently constituted, the CAM can give only a single answer about the ^ 

need for a given type of space on a given campus, regardless of unique 

program requirements or normal program differences between campuses. At present, 

the CAM space-per-student factors are quite restrictive, stemming from the 

period prior to 1975 when capital resources, were earmarked (hence, "fixed" ) , 

and the objective was to get as many needed facilities for as many campuses 

as possibly from the fixed devel of available funds. 

Now, however, the community college system has no effective 'caj.1 on any 
earmarked funds* ^ The system is competing for general state funds, probably 
based on the general 'obligation bonding capacity of the Legislature authorized 
in 1972 by the voters in approving HJR 52.' There is, therefore, no pre- 
determined limit to^the amount of funds that can reasonably be requested by 
the jsy stem for justifiable Community college capital needs . In light of this 
sil/Jsttion, the increasing number of more liberal sets of guidelin&s from^ 
othe^ states, and the more generous space factors being proposed by the state's 
public fOur'-year institutions, ^the state staff proposes to review and mortify 
the entire set of CAM guidelines during the 1974'-'^5 school year- This .process 
will accomplish several things: - 



_ a^' To review and reconcile the community college and four-^year standards f 
as has been requested by OPPFM; ^ 

■ ■ . ^ ■ . ' .■ .■ 

jb% To review and modify as needed the space^per'^student factor^, based 
on. the perception of the system as to tti&ir adequacy and based on corroporating 
evidence from similar standards in other states; and, \ 

c. To review the rationale on which the CAM is based, including (1) 
. provision for evening use of campus facilities, and (2) ability to differen-- 
tiate space needs by local program mix and emphasis , e.g. ^ music, art, drama^ 



Discaassion of the Proposals . ^ 

Vhile the intention of Proposal No. 1 would be that a district would lose 
cnly its entitlement to the project that was locally-funded, i.e^, would not 
. lose its entitlement to other projects en its prioiity list, some felt that 
such- a rule might not hold from bia^^ii^m. to biennitan.^ Even- if local districts 
restricted use of local levies to projects too low on the state priority list 
to qualify for state funding, it would be hard for the Legislature to i^re 
such a souroe of local funds in this time of short revenue and high denand 
for capital projects. ^ ■ ^ 

If the legislature did disciount state ^ropriatic3ns ty the amount of any 
local levy for coital qonstruction, then Proposal ^to. 1 would not increase . 
the capital resources available to the districts and would not be a viable 
option. Given the difficulty of selling local levies, and the possibility of 
a legislative discount if it was sold, the group concluaed that the disadvan- 
tages outwei^ the advantages for Proposal No. 1. 

Prcposal No. 2 requires a major new source of capital funds. While current^ 
tuition cash flew rnL^t fund the basic requirements of such a proposal, sudi 
cash flew vrouM be available only if the Le^slalnare authorized us to refund 
our outstanding tuition bends— an unli]<iely event in a tiine of limited 'general 
revenue. Even if the Legislature, did that, they would probably "then capture 
our tuition deposits for the general fund. - ""--^ 

While inplementation of Prq^osa]>^.' 2 has seme serious etetacles", the idea 
of more district influence /on the final capital budget request was considered 
to be an important reccnmehdation on\capital budget and 'project actions .^ 

With regard to Proposal N6. 3, the state staff argued that the CAM is only 
part of the oorrunity college capital bijdget developnent process— the part 
that introdxibes spaoe-per-student factors in the final prioritization of 
projects. ' t \' 

mu . X. \ : • • 

The group raised some questiraas about v*y is^ital project priorities were 
needed, since the Legislature felt free to <tepart from them anayw$ry . The 
staff rei^nded that project-by-project priorities are one of the key elements 
in the OPPFM and legislative ^budget " * 

OSie spaoe-perrStudent guidelines were described fay the state staff as 
conservative. Any vpiate will certainly liberalize them. Ariy liberalization 
would probably mean ^^f ewer ootitunity college projects, rather than a bigger 
s^hare of statewide capital funds for the ccnmunity ^llege system. 



Bie task force discussed at length the apparent iiiflexi£ility of the caM 
and wa^s to iribrease the role of local districts in capital decLsicns. Ohe 
, state staff pointed out ttiat mach of the assumed flexibility of the coital 
budget systems lies ih the emphasis that is placed on tl^ CflM in presentations 
to the Governor and the Legislature. /Hie cm is accept^ by the political 
decision-makers. In the view of the Governor awi biaaget-oriented legislators, 
local Cental project flexibility is a. way of circumventing ejiecutive and . 
legislative intent. So, the considerable local flexibility allowed by the 
capunity college coital ptocess must be reccnciled to Executive and legis- 
lative deitands fbr accountabilily. ' , 

A key point M the task force's discrussicn of these cfptxQw was the possibility 
of tasing the GSasi to determLne a broad spaoe. allowance as called .for by 
Proposal No. 2, resulting in a Imrp-sum capital request based on cm-deterpnined 

local space needs. 

■ / ■■ - ■ . ^ 

Most menbers of the task force felt they ooxiLd live with a CAM process so 
long as it was internal to the system. In other words, a Itatp-sum c5)prqpriation 
to the State Board allocated to the districts based on an agreed-upon set 
of decisicn rales, scnething like the existing c^tal brdget^ process. 

Hcwever, the Legislature is not likely to appropriate a lunp-sum anount 
without kiKwing hew the system intent3s to spend it. This neans that the 
process of developing a request would be very sinilar to the process we now 
follxiw. Bie main are^ of flexibility would-be in how far we could depart 
from the Cc5>ital plan used to defend our request, vAien the time comes to 
actually inplement projects. ' ^ 

Most members of the task force indicated they were deeply concerned about 
the nunfoer oJf' other agencies involved in reviewing our priorities—agencies 
^ose staff have more authority and influence over our request than we would 
ever vest in a person of siitdlar e:>^rienoe in pur own syst^* ^ 

linally, the groip discussed the Program Evaluator Guide (PEG) v*ich provides 
the cost-per-square-foot standards for the capital budget request system. 
The main issue was with tte assuitption that the cost-per-square-foot 
allowed for a new project on a canpus will reflect the current design ' - 
standards present on tte canpus for other bmldings. This means that a 
campus can upgrade its design only throu^ the quality they can build into 
new capital projects. And they can only do that by sacrif icing square feet 
in order to raise the square foot cost and establish, a n^ design level from 
\^ch later projects will benefit. 

* ■ . ' * 

Mcxst merrbers of the task force felt that provisions • for inproving the 
quality of space shcwld be built into the cost analysis part of the coital 
bud^t request system. It seemed self-defeating to request no improvement 
in space just because we have not received money for it in the past. Instead, 
we shcxald fiM ways to ask for the money ... and make a case for irtproved 
quality in the process of doing so. 
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i PEEEFENCES 
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^piee bf'_ theee materiata ore aoaildbte on i'occn by contacting Bogev Bcmaett, 
State Board for Community College Education, 219 Seventh Avenue^ Olympia, 
Wa8hingtonj9dS04)j telephone: SCAN 234^3675 ox> }ionSCAN (206) 753^3675. 

General 





1~ CbrrEispcndenoe and staff papers: 

' a. "Regicnal Meetings of State Board Menbers and M^nfcers of District 
Boards of Otus^tees," a mawarandum f rein L. Evert Landon, Chairman, to 
marfcd'rs ,pf the State Board,. Noveuber 5, 1969. ' 

h. "State Staff Management Plan (1973-75)/' a maiDfaiva«n f roa^ 

Mundt, Stat^ Director, to the, Wacc EtecutLve Catmittee, January 7, 1974. 

c. "WRCC Pergfctions and SBCJCE Management Practices," a paper vath the 
results o«lFa 'questionnaire to WRCC menbers with discussion ocxipiled bl^^ * 
Dr. David^B. Story, * President of WRCC, March 1974 (date approximate) . ' * 

d. "Sunmacy of State Board Actions in 1973-74," oanpiled by Roger Bassett 
for' the Task Force on Board Belationships:, July ll, 1974. 

e. "Shoreline Community College ... Summary of District Board Decisidis , 
Ccnsidered During July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974," presented to ; ? • 

Task Force en Board Belationships by Mr. Hoberl; LeonaM, 
3reline CoiiniMty Xtonege (Distrirt 

f . "Sunmary and Analysis of District Nb. 8 (BeUevue\:cromunity College) - 
Board Dedsicxis, July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974,'' presented to the 
Task.Foroe on Board Relationships by Mr. C.W. "Pat" Duffy, July 11,. 1974. 

g. "Summary of State-levpli^strict-level Responsibilities in Other States," ■ 
ocnpiled by John C. Mundt for i±^,Takk Force on BoaS^a Relationships, 

July 11, 1974. , >^ ' ,^ . 

h. "Management of the Cctinunity College System: A Synopsis," a ohraiological 
sumiary of. the key activities of the State Board between 1968 and 1974, 
oonpiled by Dr. Gilbert J. Carbcne, Assistant Director, State Board 

for Coimunit^ Colle^ Education, Januaify 1974 (date approodmate) ; 

i. Letter to R^resentative John Bagnariol from Andrew J. Young, Chairman, 
SBCCe, reporting the status of the woric of the Task Force on Board 
Relationships, March 4, 1975. , > 

j. Letter to Representative John Bagnariol from Pindkney Rohrback, Trustee, 
Shoreline Ccranunity College (District #7) , referring to Representat|.ve 
Bagnariol* s interest in the prooeedir^ of the Task Force on Board ' 
Relationships. » ^ \ . 

-2. Other background materials: 

a. Ch^Jter 288,50, RCWh-Ccrmunity College Act of 1967 (and Conmunity 
, Colleges Generally) . , 
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fe. Senate. Resolution No03^7^;OT^_b^iatots Sandiscn, Marsh, Donohue, 
Soott, Metcalf and Odega^a7--eamng, among other things, for a study 
of state and. local board roles, aiiapted April 24, 1974. 

c. "Qofvexnanoe in Higher Education: A Bibliography," Dr. Edward Cotmand, 
a staff report done for the State Board staff, 1970. 

d. "AcoomtabiUty in Higher Education," edited by Winifred ahotpson, in 
the Management Itonm , a jjublication .of the Management Division of the 
Acadeny for Educational Develqpnent. Vbl. 3, No. 4, i^ril 1974. 

e"._"Califomia Views atward Statewide Governance of Ootmunity CClleges," 
by Sidney W. Brossman, a ptblication of the Center for State and j 
, Begicnal Leadership (Florida State IJiiversity/tJniversity of PloridaJ) , 
Tallahassee, Florida, Septenjber 1973. 

f. "Cfammunity Collegas: Bie Growing Influence of the State," Change, 
Olne 1974, by Arthur M. Cohen. • ," 

g. "Pathologies of Participation," by Harold C. Martin in AGB Reports, 
May/June 1974. ^ 

h. "State-level Planning for Ccranaiity Colleges: Are the 1202 Commissions 
a ContrLpetal or Centrifugal Force in Post-Secondary Education," by 
S.V. Martorano, Penn State lUiversity Center for the Study of Higher 
Education,, pijblished January 1974 by the Anerican College Ttesting ProOTrem 

i. "Ohe Board of Trustees and the Making of Academic Policy," Planning 
for Hi^r Education, Vol. 3, No. 2: 3/6, ;^ril 1974, published by the 
Society for College and university Planning in cooperation with 
Educational Facilities Laboratories. 

j. "The New Managers on Campus," a special rqport of the Chronical for 
Hi^er Educaticxi, date uxiknown. 

k. "The Organization and Internal Operation of Selectjld State Agencies » 
in State Operated Systems of Public Cornunity-Jvinior Colleges," by 
Michael A. DeCarlo, a dissertation submitted in fulfillment of a Ph.D. 
degree, Florida State University, 1973. 

1. "Bie Trustee Jnd Public Ej^jectations," AGB Reports , Vol. 16, No. 1, 
Septeirber 1973. 

Operating Sudget Actions 

1. Correspondence and staff papers r ' 

a. "WAGC Questionnaire," a surftni&y of the results of a questionnaire to 
the presidents on the subject of State Board/local" board relationships , 
and local funding, oonpiled by. Dr. .David B. Story for the msitbers of 
_the Task Force on Board Relationships, Octcber 7, 1974. 

. b. "kci extract of the Oregcw State budget request for 1975-77, showing 
budget and cost- data for Oregon cannunity colleges. 



c. "Hbxee Options for Ihcteased local Responsibility and AcxxDuntabilily," 
a staff pc^r for the Task Ebrce on Board Itelationships by Roger . 
Bassetfcr SBCXE staff, Nover*)^ 13, 1974. 

d. "Pinal Report on C3oitinunity College Capital Ccnstruction in Conplianoe 

. vdth House Resolution Nb. 6999 and Senate Ooncurrei;it Resolution No. 10 
of the Borty-Iirst Legislator^" dated October 17, 1969. A smrory 
of capital budget procedures aJid possible Alternate souro^ of funds. 

e. Two draft legp.slative resolutions by Dr. David B. Story, President, 
ijCMsr Colurbija College, Janiaary 15, 1975. Ore directs a stoda of 
the election of local trustees arid the other directs a study of ways 
to^ aiuthorize local capital and operating fund sources. 

. . . ' 

2. Other background materials: 

a. "State Patterns of EinanciatL Sv?pport for Ccninanity Colleges," by 
Lawrence H. Aniey, Institute of pigjier Education, Uhiwrsity of Florida, 
Gainsville, Florida, dated Febru^ 1970. 

b. "Statewi-de Average Percentages of \ Financial Support for Current 

* Operating E^qpenses: Public Ctxitunity/Juni Colleges, 1973-74," from 
Financial Support for Ccmnunity CollMes, 1974 , by Jaites L. Wattenbarger 
and Paul M. Stames, Institute of ELgner Education, Xidversity of 
Florida, Gainsville, Florida, Jme^ 1974. 

Capital Budget and Project Actions 

1. May 24, 1974 nenorandun from Bill Julius, State Board Capital Budget 
Officer, to district and canpios presidents, subject: "Capital Budget 
Materials for Your Heviev/." 

2. Schematic description of the capital budget development process, including 
the Capital Analysis Mcx3el (CAM) and Project K^mtor Guide (FB6) , 
conpiled by Bill Jiiliijs for the Task Force on Bd^ard Relationships, 
Septenber 4, 1974. 

3. Meitorandun to Task Force mentDers from Dr. David tL Story, President, LcK^r 
Oolurtbia College, Septenber 16,, 1974, subject? "i;«rp-Sum Capital 

^'""ftlloqation Argtgients . " 

Personnel Actions, Including Professional NegotiatLc 

"A Statewide Salary Sche<Sule"~A rationale in favor,\c)f a statewide salary 
schedule by Dr. Nels Hanson, President, Comnunity Coflege District No. .12 
(Cpitralia]A]fVTI) . 

Program and Curricultjn^Helated Actions o 

1. A letter frqm Roger Basse\t, SBCCE' stciff , to Mr. Louis Soriano, dated 
February 10, 1975, ansWeadng Mr. Soriano's qiaestions jabout policies on 
the establishment of adndssicns standards ai^ authorxfy for a distidct 
to offer programs within the boundaries of another. 
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2. "Evaluat±ig and Terminating Ekiating liistructdonal PrograiB; n» 
Controversial Hole of Statewide Coordinating/Governing Agencies," by . 

^. Elizabeth H. Johnson, Jfeirber, Board of Hitter Education in Oregon, March 
24, 1974. , . 



Planning 

Foresaid to the Perfoxmanoe. Audit of, the Qaraonuu^ty Ctollege EnrolLrent 
- Projection Methodology, by the Legislative Budget Catndttee, Olynpia, 
Washingtai, June 22> 1974. 



Student Pees 



"Services and Activities Pee State Board Guidelines," a menDrandun' frdn- 
Richard M. Montecudoo, Assistant Attorney General, to John C. Mundt, State 
Directory dated August 31, 1974. 

Legislative' Program ' ^ 

"Legislative Contact Program," a memoranduti from John C« Mundt, State 
Director, to mentoers of the Task Forge on Board Relationships, dated ' 
October 31, 1974. 
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